BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



27 2007 4s 15PM Carmen Patti & Associates 312-346-2810 P- 1 ? 

11 l_UC-412/Rorkey 6-6-14-6-22 T t 

remarks ^mmm%* 

Initially, applicants would like to express th%]r ^pfecialtlon to Examiner Kenneth .. : * 
R. Coulter for the courtesies extended to attorney ' Jarries Milton during a telephone : ; 
interview on March 23, 2007. The telephone ihteryiaw involved a discussion of the * 
double patenting rejection of claims 1 -20 oyer eiairns jM £ of co-pending Applicatidjn 
Number 10/600,109 and the double patenting rejection of claims !, 14 and 20 over ^ 
claims 26 and 34 of co-pending Application Number 107685,778. Examiner Coulter ^ |> 
agreed that both double patenting rejections could be dvercome by a single termihaj >; > 

disclaimer. a . - V^/S : 4:---' ' • ' • •' 

Claims 1-23 are pending in the application. Claims 1-20 were provisionally > , 
rejected based on non-statutory obv(oiisness-typ6 dpuble patenting. Claim 26 wa.s; - V ^ 
rejected under 36 U.S.C. § 101. Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (e) \ v, 
and 35 U.S.C § 102 (b). The specification was bbj^t^d to, 

Double Patenting Rejection ; } ' jj- 

Claims 1-20 were provisionally rejected based on non-statutory obviousness-type 

double patenting over claims 1-12 of co-pending AppliOatiori Number 10^CK),1p9.w^h ? 

issued as U. S. Patent Number 7, 171 .228. ; / \ ?l ' - , v ; 

Claims 1, 14 and 20 were provisionally rejected based on non-statutory 

obviousness-type double patenting over claims 26 and 34 of co-pending Application: > | j 

Number 10/685.778, which issued as U. S, Patent Numper ; :7,1 54,999. „ ; J 

Applicants have elected to provide a termMl diSOl^inier. • 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 1 01 . ;'.V '!> 

Claim 20 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 10^ becatise the Office Action states ; 
that claim 20 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 



Rejection Under 35 U.S.C 6 102 lbVand fe5 



Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § i 0? (e) as being anticipated by 
U S. Patent Number 6,499,053 issued to Marquette et aL ^n December 24, 2002. 
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Claims 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.G. § 1Q2 (b)1»s being anticipated by 
U. S. Patent Application Number 2002/0073150 issued tp Wilcock dated June 13, 2002. % 
Applicants have avoided these grounds of rejection for the following reasons 
Applicants' claim 1, asamended, hpy I 

"An apparatus, comprising: i ! L - 

an application Server cprnporient that receives an indication of one or \-;,- 
more communication devices that are to receive one or more invitations to join a ^ <: 

communication Session; ■:.;.:). ^r^^h'^.r^X'-'-. *' •.;'•;• 

wherein the one or more invitations comprise a Phone call, a photo, and a ■ ;/-'-a 

short message service teMSVfriessade; and : ■ ; ; - .' ■< ■.■_ :■;■■■ 1 1: ''U 

wherein the appiifcetipn Sf iV^r component notifies the one or more . ; r 

communication devices of the One or more invitations to join the communieatipn . ?. v 

session; and .\ '■• 

wherei n upon acceptance of aVfeaStoneofthapneormore^ • 'l .. 

at least one or more of the one or more communication devices, the application / , ; _ 
server component connects the at least one of Jthe;0|^ d> more communication < C ^ 
devices to the communication session;,* i . 'v' \ j^i'.: 

Marquette does not teach this limitation. Applicants agree that Marquette , 
discloses that an Invitor user adds a member to a chat session by sending an invitation , ; 
to ah invitee user name at a proxy address at the' chat server, as stated in column % 
lines 27-31. However, contrary to applicants* claim 1, Marquette does n©! teach 
-wherein the one or more invitations ^mpri!ie;a;^, ; :call, a photo, and a short v % 

message service (S MS) rtte^aagjei*;- • •'?..'}.:,.'.•• ^V^^^l'^-. '•in$r''J*M't?&' 

Wilcock does not teach this limitation either. This is because Wilcock discloses 
an inviting state in which an invitation is sent to an en^ point system to join, a session 
arid in which a message is received back indicating whether the invitation has been f ; 
accepted or declined and entered the established state, as stated in paragraph 007^ 
However, contrary to applicants' claim 1 , Wilcock, similar to Marquette, does ngj teach * 
'wherein the one or more invitations comprise a phone, call, a photo, and a Short, 
message service (SMS) message". , 
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Thus, the clear teaching of Marquette and Wilcock is that the One or more 
Invitations do not comprise a phone call, a photo, find a tort message service (SI0|| 

message. >X; ;,;';; ^'i--'- ' ;>-£fl^j|£f 

Since none of the references teach /wherein the one or mpre Jny^ 
comprise a phone call, a photo, and a short message; sefvlce (SMS) message", as^ 
recited in applicants' claim 1, then claim 1 is not anticipated. Since claims 2-1-3 depend 
from allowable claim 1 , these claims are also allowable Over Marquette and Wilcock. , 

Independent claims 14 and 20 each hfivfi a imitation similar to ^ ^ 
independent claim 1 , which wa/s>h^ WilcocK. ; : ^0| "•. 

example, claims 14 and 20 recite, "wherein the one or itiore invitations comprise f 
phone call, a photo, and a short message service {SMS) message". Marquette and 
Wilcock do not teach this limitation for the above-mentioned reasons. Therefore, claimi;. 
14 and 20 are likewise allowable over Marquette -find VVilq&ck. Since claims 15-19 
depend from claim 14, these dependent Plaims are also allowable oyer Marquette: fji| 
Wilcock. ..' * ' ' •' ' ■. \'-"-< ' : • .. '".•v r ' ^ 'V-< f ;z$$\ 

N«w Ciaims . • .-. ^\ %&^&0 

New claims 21-23 have been added- 0'aim 21 provides an additional limitation; 
directed to the communication session. Claim 22 provides an additional limitation, 
directed to the indication. Claim 23 pi^ovldes ah additipnal limitation directed to tbg; 
indicator. No new matter has been added. v 1 ^ 

Claim Amendments " ,•' • '=;,; || fl 

Claims 2-8, 10 and 12-13 were amended to^dd j^e term "and". Also, claims 4, 0 
and 15-19 were amended to change instances Of W "one or more" to "at loa^ 
one" No new matter wab added. 
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Conclusion 

It is respectfully submitted that the Office Action's rejections have been overcorne- 
and that this application is now in condition for allowance. Recdnsideratipn artd ; 
allowance are, therefore, respectfully solipited. ; - - ;;; ; y " ri *- 

In view of the above a mehdrnents ahd remarks, allows! nee of all daims pending 
is respectfully requested. If a telephone conference, would be of assistance in 
advancing the prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to call applicants' 
attorney. ■• •'• • ! .*. •' .■ '■ ;!*•'-•'• .« 



Dated: March 27, 2007 

Carmen B. Patti & Associates, LLC 
Customer Number 47382 



Respepifu lly submitted 




Carrtleh 8. Patti , 
Attorney for Applicants 
Keg. Nd- 26,784 , ' 
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